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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Southeastern  Power  Administration 

Power  Marketing  Policy,  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  of  Projects 

AGENCY:  Department  of  Energy. 
Southeastern  Power  Administration 
(SEPA). 

ACTION:  Notice  of  issuance  of  Final 
Power  Marketing  Policy,  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  of  Projects. 

summary:  The  Administrator  has 
adopted  the  attached  final  power 
marketing  policy  for  SEPA’s  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  of  Projects.  It  will  be 
effective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  will  be  applicable  to  the 
sale  of  system  power  in  respective 
utility  areas  as  then  existing  contracts, 
or  necessary  extensions,  expire.  The 
policy  was  developed  in  accordance 
with  Procedure  for  Public  Participation 
in  the  Formulation  of  Marketing  Policy 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  july 
6, 1978,  43  FR  29186. 

Following  a  decision  by  the 
Administrator  that  a  new  written 
marketing  policy  for  the  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  of  Projects  was 
needed,  a  Notice  of  Intent  to  Formulate 
Power  Marketing  Policy  was  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  February  16, 

1979,  44  FR  10111.  The  Notice,  among 
other  things,  solicited  proposals  and 
recommendations  for  consideration  by 
SEPA.  seventh-eight  responses  were 
received  as  a  result  of  the  Notice  of 
Intent. 

On  October  16, 1979,  a  Proposed 
Power  Marketing  Policy  for  the  Georgia - 
Alabama  System  of  Projects  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  44  F.R. 
59642,  and  the  availability  of  a  draft 
Environmental  Assessment  was 
announced  and  comments  on  both 
documents  were  solicited.  thirty-five35 
comments  were  received  relative  to  the 
proposed  policy  itself,  during  public 
comment  forums  held  in  Atlanta, 
Georgia,  and  Columbia,  South  Carolina, 
on  January  10  and  January  24, 1980, 
respectively,  or  during  the  written 
comment  period  which  ended  February 
19, 1980.  No  comments  were  received  on 
the  Environmental  Assessment. 
Additionally  eight  consultations  were 
held  with  representatives  of  interested 
entities  or  groups  of  entities. 

On  February  21, 1980,  the 
Administrator  appointed  a  Staff 
Committee  to  prepare  a  Staff  Evaluation 
of  all  oral  and  written  comments  and 
responses  received  by  SEPA.  The  Staff 
Evaluation  was  completed  April  30, 

1980. 


Following  the  Staff  Evaluation,  the 
Administrator  decided  to  modify  in 
limited  particulars  the  Proposed  Power 
Marketing  Policy  published  October  16, 

1979,  and  to  adopt  the  policy  as 
modified. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION:  The  final 
marketing  policy  constitutes  the 
guidelines  which  SEPA  will  follow  in  the 
future  disposition  of  power  from  the 
system.  The  policy  covers  power  from 
the  existing  Allatoona,  Buford,  Carters, 
Clark  Hill,  Hartwell,  Jones  Bluff,  Millers 
Ferry,  Walter  F.  George  and  West  Point 
Projects  and  the  Richard  B.  Russell 
Project  now  under  construction.  The 
policy  establishes  the  marketing  area  for 
system  power  and  deals  with  the 
allocation  of  power  among  area 
customers.  It  also  deals  with  the 
handling  of  energy  at  pumped  storage 
installations  and  the  utilization  of  area 
utility  systems  for  esstential  purposes. 
The  policy  also  deals  with  wholesale 
rates,  resale  rates  and  conservation 
measures. 

Based  on  the  Environmental 
Assessment  of  the  proposed  marketing 
policy,  SEPA  and  DOE  concluded  that 
the  proposed  policy  would  not  have  a 
significant  effect  upon  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment.  The  Final 
Marketing  Policy  is  not  modified 
sufficiently  to  alter  this  finding. 

A  recitation  of  the  primary  objections 
to  the  proposed  marketing  policy,  brief 
explanations  for  rejecting  those 
objections,  and  specific  changes  in  the 
proposed  marketing  policy  approved  by 
the  Administrator,  precede  the  text  of 
the  final  policy  as  adopted. 

Issued  at  Elberton,  Georgia,  September  25, 

1980. 

Harry  F.  Wright, 

Administrator. 

Final  Power  Marketing  Policy,  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  of  Projects 

Introduction.  The  final  marketing 
policy  for  SEPA’s  Georgia-Alabama 
System  of  Projects  is  the  culmination  of 
efforts  which  began  on  February  2, 1979. 
SEPA  has  followed  the  step  by  step 
requirements  of  its  Procedure  for  Public 
Participation  in  Formulation  of 
Marketing  Policy  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  July  6, 1978.  43  F.R. 
29186.  Extensive  public  comment  has 
been  received  and  considered.  This 
public  input,  offered  in  an  orderly  and 
timely  fashion,  has  significantly 
contributed  to  the  content  of  the  final 
policy. 

Purpose  and  Legal  Authority.  The 
purpose  of  the  policy  is  to  establish  with 
public  input  written  guidelines  which 
SEPA  will  follow  in  the  future  to 
reasonably  and  equitably  carry  out  the 


statutory  requirements  contained  in 
Section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944, 16  U.S.C.  825s.  SEPA's  authority  to 
formulate  the  policy  and  perform  these 
functions  is  derived  from  Section  302(a) 
of  the  Department  of  Energy 
Organization  Act,  42,  U.S.C.  7152,  and 
delegations  pursuant  thereto. 

Reasons  for  Marketing  Policy.  Since 
its  establishment  in  1950,  SEPA  has 
utilized  an  ad  hoc  approach  to  power 
marketing.  Resulting  policy  has  been 
reflected  in  negotiated  contractual 
documents.  However,  sometime  before 
passage  of  the  DOE  Organization  Act, 
SEPA  recognized  the  need  for  more 
formal  power  marketing  policy.  Factors 
contributing  to  this  need  were  major 
changes  within  the  electric  power 
industry,  the  steep  rise  in  energy  prices 
and  the  growing  and  increasing 
widespread  interest  in  SEPA’s  limited 
resources.  Additionally,  contracts  for 
portions  of  the  power  from  the  system 
were  expiring  and  both  existing  and 
potential  customers  needed  to  know 
what  SEPA  planned  to  do  with  system 
power  so  that  orderly  power  supply 
plans  could  be  made.  Furthermore, 
advice  had  been  given  that  SEPA  would 
reconsider  certain  entities  interests  in 
SEPA  power  expiration  of  contracts  and 
availability  of  additional  sources  of 
power. 

Primary  Objections  and  Responses.  A 
number  of  objections  (or  suggestions  for 
change)  were  filed  to  the  Proposed 
Power  Marketing  Policy  as  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  October  16, 1979, 
44  F.R.  59642.  SEPA  responses  to  the 
objection  or  suggestions  follow: 

1.  Objection.  Rather  than  maintaining 
four  separate  systems,  SEPA  should 
integrate  its  projects  into  one  system 
with  a  marketing  area  covering  the  10- 
state  area  (exclusive  of  the  TVA  service 
area)  in  which  SEPA  is  authorized  to 
market  power.  It  is  contended  that  (1) 
additional  capacity  and  firm  energy 
would  result  for  sale  to  preference 
customers,  (2)  all  preference  entities 
within  the  region  (outside  the  TVA  area) 
would  be  included  in  the  SEPA 
marketing  area  and  should  be  the 
recipient  of  an  allocation  of  power  and 
(3)  a  single  marketing  policy  would 
suffice. 

Response.  At  the  outset  of  policy 
review,  SEPA  considered  the  possibility 
of  combining  its  systems.  The  idea  was 
found  to  be  impractical,  the  concept 
unmanageable,  and  the  approach 
unproductive.  The  task  of  hydraulically 
and  electrically  combining  the  widely 
separated  systems  would  first  of  all 
have  been  Herculean  in  nature  and 
impractical  of  achievement.  Secondly, 
the  possibility  of  increasing  the 
dependable  capacity  available  to  SEPA 
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through  integration  of  the  systems  is 
theoretically  very  limited  inasmuch  as 
the  dependable  capacity  of  the 
respective  systems  is  already  (in  the 
case  of  the  Georgia-Alabama,  Kerr- 
Philpott  and  Jim  Woodruff  systems)  or 
predicted  (in  the  case  of  the  Cumberland 
System)  to  be  very  substantiality  in 
excess  of  the  nameplate  rating  of  the 
machines  and  already  very  near  the 
machine  limits  which  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  will  allow  for  sustained 
generation.  Thirdly,  SEPA*s  existing 
resources  represent  only  about  3  percent 
of  the  region’s  capacity  requirements 
and  1.5  percent  of  its  energy 
requirements,  and  of  the  region’s 
preference  entity  requirements  only 
about  8  percent  and  5  percent, 
respectively.  To  attempt  to  spread  the 
limited  resources  so  thinly  would 
exceed  the  bounds  of  practicality  and 
would  constitute  unsound  business 
principles.  And,  with  only  limited 
additional  resources  available  in  the 
foreseeable  future,  the  precentages  of 
preference  load  which  SEPA  could  serve 
could  only  get  smaller  and  smaller. 

Additionally,  there  exist  marketing 
problems  in  the  respective  system  areas 
which  are  not  common  to  all  system 
areas,  mitigating  against  a  single 
marketing  policy. 

Finally,  since  SEPA  has  rejected  the 
single  system  concept  and  adopted  a 
four  system  approach,  it  is  neither 
necessary  nor  appropriate  to  here 
respond  to  the  contention  that  TVA  and 
its  service  area  and  preference 
customers  outside  the  10-state  area  now 
served  by  SEPA  should  be  eliminated 
from  SEPA’s  marketing  program.  Rather, 
these  matters  shall  be  appropriately 
addressed  in  the  development  of  policy 
for  other  systems. 

2.  Objection.  The  proposed  policy  is 
objected  to  in  that  it  does  not  provide 
the  most  value  to  preference  customers, 
the  southeastern  region  of  the  United 
States,  and  affected  utility  service  areas 
while  achieving  the  goals  of  (1) 
conservation,  (2)  reducing  the  nation’s 
dependence  upon  oil  imports,  and  (3) 
fostering  power  pooling. 

Response.  The  policy’s  goal  is  to  sell 
all  available  power  to  preference 
entities  in  a  widespread  geographic  area 
and  to  as  many  preference  entities 
within  such  area  as  choose  to  purchase 
SEPA  power  consistent  with  the  other 
marketing  principles  set  forth  in  Section 
5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944, 
taking  into  account  SEPA’s  relatively 
limited  resources.  SEPA’s  projects  are 
located  in  areas  of  predominantly  coal- 
fired  generation.  The  suggestion  that  the 
power  should  be  marketed  in  utility 
areas  utilizing  predominantly  oil-fired 
generation  is  impractical  for  a  number  of 


reasons,  including:  (1)  these  oil  burning 
utility  areas,  located  in  Western 
Mississippi,  Peninsular  Flordia,  Virginia 
and  northeastern  North  Carolina,  are  up 
to  600  miles  distant  from  the  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  of  Projects  and  are 
several  utilities  removed  from  the  source 
of  power,  (2)  the  movement  of  the  power 
through  the  multiple  systems  would 
involve  transmission  losses  and  costs 
which  would  cause  apparent  additional 
savings  to  dissipate,  and  (3)  the  projects 
operating  efficiency  would  be  adversely 
affected  in  that  they  were  not  planned  to 
be  dispatched  against  those  area  loads. 
The  inherent  idea  that  SEPA’s  power 
could  and  should  be  considered  a 
floating  ingredient  in  the  southeast 
region  being  moved  at  a  given  time  to 
utility  areas  having  highest  costs  is 
incongruous  with  the  principles  under 
which  SEPA  operates  and  is  grossly 
impractical. 

SEPA  power  available  from  the 
Georgia-Alabama  System  is  primarily 
peaking  power.  The  projects  providing 
this  power  were  authorized,  planned, 
constructed,  and  are  available  for 
marketing  under  the  concept  that  the 
overall  value  of  the  power  produced 
derived  principally  from  the  capacity 
component  of  the  power  by  saving  the 
cost  of  construction  of  other  power 
sources  in  the  area.  While  the  energy 
component  contributes  to  overall  project 
values,  it  contributes  less  than  the 
capacity  component. 

Furthermore,  the  capacity  values  are 
dependent  upon  the  elimination  of 
construction  of  other  power  units,  and 
these  values  are  fully  realized  only 
when  area  power  planning  takes  into 
account  the  available  hydrocapacity  and 
provides  for  construction  of  other 
generation  on  this  basis.  Capacity 
shifted  from  one  area  to  another  can 
have  very  little  value  in  the  new  area  for 
a  period  of  years. 

Concerning  conservation,  hydro 
projects  produce  electrical  energy  from 
streamflows  which  are  otherwise 
wasted.  The  energy  must,  within  defined 
limits,  be  generated  when  available  and 
is  most  efficiently  used  with  other  types 
of  generating  resources.  While  the 
flexibility  of  hydro  generation 
contributes  in  numerous  ways  to  the 
efficient  operation  of  a  system  of  which 
it  is  a  part,  including  at  times,  the  saving 
of  oil,  its  very  nature  requires  that  it  be 
timely  exploited  and  conservation 
measures  should  be  directed  toward 
reducing  the  installation  and  operation 
of  other  types  of  generation. 

As  to  power  pooling,  SEPA’s  minority 
position  in  the  region’s  power 
production,  plus  its  non-ownership  of 
transmission  facilities,  restricts  its 
ability  to  promote  power  pooling. 


SEPA's  opportunities  lie  in  taking 
advantage  of  such  power  pooling  as  may 
exist  in  the  furtherance  of  its  program. 

3.  Objection.  Contrary  to  the  proposed 
policy,  all  preference  entities  throughout 
the  southeast  region  should  receive  an 
allocation  of  SEPA  power  and 
preference  entities  not  now  served  by 
SEPA  should  be  treated  the  same  as 
existing  preference  customers,  except 
for  perhaps  a  changeover  period,  during 
which  time  presently  unserved  entities 
should  receive  all  new  capacity  and 
energy  which  becomes  available.  The 
only  exceptions  to  the  equal  treatment 
policy  should  be  in  those  few 
circumstances  where  existing  preference 
customers  can  show  a  strong  reliance  on 
the  power  or  equitable  considerations. 

Response.  This  approach  to  SEPA 
policy  making  would  have  a  radical 
impact  upon  existing  customers  and 
SEPA’s  marketing  program.  There  are 
approximately  570  public  bodies  and 
cooperatives  in  the  10  southeastern 
states.  They  had  combined  1978  loads  in 
excess  of  36,000  megawatts  and  156 
million  megawatt-hours.  In  1978  (and 
today),  SEPA  serves  about  190 
preference  customers.  SEPA’s  1978 
resources  of  2,712  megawatts  of 
nameplate  capacity  and  approximately  7 
billion  kilowatt-hours  of  average  annual 
energy  would  have  equated  to  only 
about  8  percent  of  the  capacity 
requirements  and  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  energy  requirements  of  preference 
entities  in  the  10-state  region.  By  1985, 
even  with  the  addition  of  the  Richard  B. 
Russell  Project  and  the  fifth  unit  at 
Hartwell  (the  only  new  power  available 
during  policy  period),  SEPA’s  projected 
resources  of  approximately  3,092 
megawatts  of  nameplate  capacity  and 
7.5  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  average 
annual  energy  will  serve  only  a 
declining  percentage  of  preference 
customer  requirements.  SEPA’s 
resources  are  simply  too  limited  in 
relation  to  requirements  to  embark  upon 
such  a  proposal. 

Since  the  initial  establishment  of  a 
marketing  area  for  the  fledgling  Georgia- 
Alabama  System  in  the  mid-fifties, 

SEPA  has  progressively  enlarged  its 
marketing  area  and  increased  the 
number  of  preference  customers  served. 
Once  a  seller-preference  customer 
relationship  was  established,  SEPA  has 
never  unilaterally  terminated  such  a 
relationship.  Nor  has  SEPA  ever  reduced 
a  regular  preference  customer's 
allocation  once  established.  It  has 
brought  all  of  the  projects  in  the 
Savannah,  Apalachicola  and  Alabama- 
Coosa  River  Basins  into  a  system  and 
has  pushed  the  boundaries  of  the 
marketing  area  as  far  from  the  projects 
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as  the  amount  of  power  available  would 
warrant  when  considered  in  relationship 
to  customer  demand  and  other  practical 
and  relevant  factors.  SEPA  has  sought  to 
include  all  eligible  preference  entities 
within  the  selected  marketing  area  with 
an  equitable  distribution  of  whatever 
new  power  was  available  for  sale  at  a 
given  point  in  time.  In  SEPA's  judgment, 
the  final  policy  deals  equitably  with 
existing  and  potential  customers  with 
respect  to  both  presently  available  and 
new  power. 

As  to  the  contention  that  only  a  few 
specified  preference  customers  have 
compelling  arguments  to  retain  existing 
allocations,  SEPA  doubts  that  any  one 
existing  customer  could  make  an 
argument  more  compelling  than  any  of 
the  others. 

One  course  of  action  for  preference 
entities  located  remote  from  existing 
Federal  projects,  if  they  desire  the 
Federal  Government  as  a  source  of 
power  supply,  would  be  to  seek  the 
authorization  and  construction  of 
projects  favorably  located. 

4.  Objection.  SEPA’s  proposed  policy 
failed  to  provide  for  the  allocation  of 
capacity,  without  energy,  for  those 
preference  customers  desiring  such  an 
allocation. 

Response.  In  the  past,  for  a  number  of 
reasons,  it  was  not  possible  to  develop 
arrangements  whereby  preference 
customers  could  physically  and 
economically  utilize  all  of  SEPA’s 
peaking  capacity,  resulting  in  the  sale  of 
a  portion  of  the  capacity  without  energy 
to  some  of  the  private  utilities.  Because 
of  changed  or  changing  circumstances  in 
the  power  industry,  SEPA's  proposed 
policy  set  the  goal  of  selling  all  available 
SEPA  power  to  preference  entities.  The 
idea  of  selling  capacity  without  energy 
was  not  considered  practical  when  the 
proposed  policy  was  issued  and  remains 
untested.  SEPA  is  not  adverse  to 
exploring  the  feasibility  of  the  concept 
where  equitable  distribution  of  available 
power  to  preference  customers 
warrants.  However,  since  it  is  possible 
to  achieve  an  equitable  and  desirable 
distribution  of  available  power  on  a 
reasonably  timely  basis  within  the 
Georgia-Alabama  System  marketing 
area  without  further  consideration  of  the 
concept  the  final  policy  for  this  system 
does  not  embrace  it. 

5.  Objection.  It  is  improper  not  to 
include  the  complete  Duke  Power 
Company  service  area  within  the 
Georgia-Alabama  System  marketing 
area. 

Response.  Basically  the  marketing 
area  selected  by  SEPA  is  within  150 
miles  of  the  projects,  the  only  relaxation 
being  to  include  one  customer  in 
Mississippi,  one  in  Georgia  and  three  in 


South  Carolina.  And,  all  of  these  are 
presently  customers  of  SEPA.  To  extend 
SEPA’s  marketing  area  throughout  the 
Duke  service  area  would  require  an 
extension  beyond  the  selected  150  miles 
from  the  Savannah  River  Projects  of 
approximately  another  100  miles.  Within 
this  additional  area  are  delivery  points 
of  eleven  preference  entities,  eight 
cooperatives  and  three  municipalities, 
having  combined  loads  in  1978  of 
approximately  500  megawatts.  To 
extend  the  radius  circles  here  another 
100  miles  would  make  plausible  requests 
to  likewise  extend  the  circles  up  to  250 
miles  to  include  a  portion  of  the  CP&L 
area  in  North  Carolina,  and  to  include 
western  Mississippi  and  a  portion  of 
Florida  not  now  included.  This  would  be 
followed  by  the  argument  that  these 
partially  served  utility  areas  should  be 
completely  served.  Indeed,  as 
hereinafter  considered,  preference 
entities  in  all  of  these  utility  areas 
advocate  their  respective  inclusion  in 
SEPA’s  Georgia-Alabama  marketing 
area.  SEPA’s  limited  resources  do  not 
justify  such  vast  extensions.  The 
selected  marketing  area  covers  152,000 
square  miles  and  contains  some  204 
eligible  preference  entities. 

6.  Objection.  It  is  improper  to  exclude 
the  unserved  portions  of  Western 
Mississippi,  Peninsular  Florida  and 
North  Carolina  and  Virginia  from  the 
marketing  area. 

Response.  As  stated  in  previous 
responses,  preference  customer  demand 
far  exceeds  the  amount  of  power  SEPA 
has  for  sale.  A  selective  process  is 
accordingly,  necessary.  The  total  1978 
preference  load  within  the  selected 
marketing  area  approximated  7,400 
megawatts  and  31,130  megawatt-hours. 
SEPA’s  installed  generation  in  1978  in  its 
Georgia-Alabama  System  totaled  1,550 
megawatts  with  an  estimated  3,223 
megawatt-hours  of  average  annual 
energy.  Additional  generation  under 
construction  is  limited.  In  SEPA's 
opinion  no  area  listed  in  the  objection  is 
more  or  less  favorably  situated  than  any 
other.  In  SEPA’s  judgment  there  is  no 
basis  for  treating  any  one  of  the  named 
areas  differently  from  any  other. 

Located  in  the  unserved  areas  listed  in 
the  objection  are  preference  entities 
which  had  1978  loads  of  approximately 
8,100  megawatts  and  34,800  megawatt- 
hours.  It  is  no  simple  matter  to  obtain 
satisfactory  wheeling  and  marketing 
arrangements  and  the  difficulty 
increases  with  distance  from  power 
sources  and  the  number  of  intervening 
transmission  utilities.  Reasonable 
justification  for  spreading  the  limited 
power  so  thinly  does  not  exist. 


Furthermore,  these  areas  are  beyond  the 
reasonable  orbit  of  the  power. 

7.  Objection.  The  preference  entities 
in  the  South  Carolina  Electric  &  Gas 
Company  service  area  should  be  given 
allocations  from  new  sources  so  as  to 
give  them  equality  with  existing 
customers  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
marketing  area. 

Response.  It  is  contended  that  these 
customers  were  not  previously  offered 
SEPA  power  and  should  therefore  be 
distinguished  from  those  preference 
entities  in  the  Duke  area  who  previously 
refused  SEPA  power.  While  this 
argument  has  some  merit  and  perhaps 
could  have  been  an  important  factor  in 
determining  an  allocation  to  these 
customers  under  the  initially  proposed 
policy,  the  treatment  of  new  customers 
under  the  finally  adopted  policy 
provides  equity  where  all  new 
customers — whether  located  in  the  Duke 
or  South  Carolina  Electric  &  Gas 
Company  service  area — are  treated  in 
the  same  way.  Under  the  finally  adopted 
policy,  the  new  customers  located  in  the 
South  Carolina  Electric  &  Gas  service 
area  will  be  allowed  to  share  in  existing 
Hartwell  Project  power  now  purchased 
by  Duke  Power  Company  in  addition  to 
power  available  from  the  5th  Hartwell 
unit  and  Russell  Project  power. 

8.  Objection.  SEPA’s  proposed  policy 
fails  to  take  into  account  anti¬ 
competitive  effects  of  treating 
cooperative  preference  entities 
differently  from  municipal  preference 
entities. 

Response.  There  is  no  resulting 
difference  in  treatment  of  cooperatives 
and  public  bodies  (individually  or  as  a 
class)  in  any  utility  service  area  within 
SEPA’s  proposed  marketing  area  except 
in  the  Duke  Power  Company  service 
area.  The  different  treatment  arises  from 
the  fact  that  a  number  of  municipalities 
in  the  Duke  area  elected  not  to  purchase 
SEPA  power  previoulsy  offered  them 
from  the  Hartwell  and  Clark  Hill 
Projects.  It  is  proposed  that  preference 
entities  not  now  served  in  the  marketing 
area  share  equitably  in  any  new  power 
with  existing  customers. 

Furthermore,  SEPA  dotes  not  believe 
there  is  perceptible  class  competition  in 
the  Duke  area  between  cooperatives 
and  municipalities.  While  there  may  be 
limited  individual  cooperative-municipal 
competition,  the  relatively  small 
percentage  of  SEPA  power  which  goes 
to  its  customers  would  not  constitute 
such  an  advantage  as  to  be  the 
determining  factor  in  attracting 
customers  to  particular  systems. 

9.  Objection.  Preference  customers 
lack  assurance  that  they  can  make 
meaningful  and  timely  input  into  SEPA 
negotiations  with  wheeling  agents. 
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Response.  SEPA’s  proposed  policy 
provides  for  such  input.  The  concern  is 
that  vital  decisions  by  SEPA  might  be 
made  before  preference  customers  are 
actually  involved,  foreclosing  proper 
consideration  of  preference  customer 
positions.  To  make  SEPA’s  intent  clear 
that  the  timely,  effective  input  of 
preference  customer  is  desired,  the  final 
policy  has  been  revised  to  insure  that 
preference  representatives  are  identified 
at  the  outset  and  are  afforded  the 
opportunity  throughout  negotiations  to 
consult  with  and  offer  advice  to  SEPA. 

10.  Objection.  SEPA  should  not 
impose  a  mandatory  conservation 
program  on  preference  entities  as  a 
condition  for  doing  business  with  SEPA 
or  for  other  reasons. 

Response.  Conservation  of  electricity 
by  all  ultimate  consumers  is  an 
important  national  goal.  There  is  no 
overt  opposition  to  the  concept  of 
conservation.  However,  there  is  strong 
objection  from  preference  entities  to 
SEPA  imposing  specific  conservation 
requirements  as  a  prerequisite  to  a 
power  contract  with  SEPA.  At  this  point, 
SEPA  plans  to  provide  its  customers 
with  technical  assistance  where  needed 
to  develop  and  implement  energy 
conservation  programs  and  the  policy 
provides  that  customers  will  agree  to 
finance  and  take  reasonable  measures 
to  encourage  the  conservation  of  energy 
by  ultimate  consumers. 

Changes  in  Proposed  Marketing  Policy 

The  final  policy  reflects  the  following 
changes  in  the  proposed  policy 
published  October  16, 1979: 

The  introductory  section  [General] 
has  been  revised  to  make  the  final 
policy  effective  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register,  and  established  its 
applicability  to  the  sale  of  power  in 
respective  utility  areas  as  then  existing 
contracts,  or  necessary  extensions, 
expire. 

The  substance  of  the  Allocations  of 
Power  section  has  been  revised  so  that 
existing  preference  customers  within  the 
selected  marketing  area  will  be  allowed 
to  retain  present  allocations  of  both 
capacity  and  energy  and  to  allow  new 
preference  customers  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  marketing  area 
commencing  with  the  combined 
availability  of  power  from  the  5th 
Hartwell  unit  and  the  Russell  Project  to 
equitably  share  with  existing  customers 
in  that  power  and  with  existing 
customers  on  the  Duke  system  in 
capacity  presently  sold  to  Duke  Power 
Company.  Prior  thereto  the  policy 
provides  for  the  latter  capacity  to  be 
sold  to  existing  preference  customers 
served  from  the  Duke  system.  The  policy 
also  provides  that  iterim  sales  of  power 


will  be  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Administrator. 

Finally,  the  last  sentence  of  the 
section  labeled  Utilization  of  Utility 
Systems  is  revised  to  insure  that 
representatives  of  directly  affected 
preference  customers  will  from  the 
outset  of  negotiations  with  wheeling 
entities  be  allowed  to  consult  with  and 
offer  advice  to  SEPA. 

Final  Power  Marketing  Policy,  Georgia- 
Alabama  Projects 

General.  The  projects  and  power 
subject  to  this  policy  are: 


Projects 

Capacity 

(kW) 

(name¬ 

plate) 

Energy 

(MWH) 

(average 

annual) 

74.000 

157,000 

196,000 

‘201,000 

751.000 

493,000 

352,000 

409,000 

451,000 

213,000 

464,000 

86,000 

500,000 

Clark  Hill _ 

280,000 

.  *344,000 

68,000 

75,000 

130.000 

73,375 

300’(XX) 

'  Does  not  include  energy  from  pumping  operation. 

2  Includes  80.000  kW  5th  unit,  availability  scheduled  1983. 

‘Does  not  include  pumping  units;  conventional  units  avail¬ 
ability  scheduled  1984. 

There  will  be  one  policy  for  the 
Georgia-Alabama  System  of  Projects 
progressively  implemented.  It  will 
become  effective  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  will  be  applicable 
to  the  sale  of  system  power  in  respective 
utility  areas  as  then  existing  contracts, 
or  necessary  extensions,  expire.  The 
sale  of  power  in  the  South  Carolina 
Electric  &  Gas  Company  service  area 
(wherein  SEPA  does  not  presently  sell 
power)  will  commence  with  the 
combined  availability  of  power  from  the 
5th  Hartwell  unit  and  the  Russell 
Project. 

The  policy  will  be  implemented 
through  negotiated  contracts  for  terms 
not  to  exceed  10  years. 

Transmission  facilities  owned  by 
utilities  within  the  marketing  area  will 
be  used  for  all  necessary  purposes 
including  transmitting  power  to  load 
centers.  Deliveries  may  be  made  at  the 
projects,  at  utilities  interconnections  or 
at  customer  substations,  as  determined 
by  SEPA.  The  projects  will  be 
hydraulically,  electrically  and 
financially  integrated  and  will  be 
operated  to  make  maximum  contribution 
to  the  power  supply  of  the  selected 
utility  areas.  Preference  in  the  sale  of 
the  power  shall  be  given  to  public 
bodies  and  cooperatives. 

Marketing  Area.  The  marketing  area 
shall  consist  of  two  parts,  with  the 


Savannah  River  being  the  dividing  line. 
The  portion  west  of  the  river  shall 
consist  of  the  approximate  112,000 
square  mile  area  generally  known  as  the 
service  areas  of  the  Georgia,  Alabama, 
Mississippi  and  Gulf  Power  Companies 
or  the  Southern  Company  service  area. 
The  portion  east  of  the  river  shall 
consist  of  the  approximate  40,000  square 
mile  area  generally  known  as  the 
service  areas  of  the  South  Carolina 
Public  Service  Authority  and  the  South 
Carolina  Electric  and  Gas  Company  plus 
that  portion  of  the  Duke  Power 
Company’s  service  area  within  a  radius 
of  150  miles  of  the  Clark  Hill,  Hartwell 
and  Russell  projects.  The  204  eligible 
public  bodies  and  cooperatives  which 
now  exist  within  the  152,000  square  mile 
area  are  listed  in  Appendix  A  attached 
hereto. 

Allocations  of  Power.  Approximately 
one-half  of  the  output  of  each  of  the 
projects,  Clark  Hill,  Hartwell  and 
Russell  will  be  allocated  on  a  long-term 
basis  to  customers  located  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  maketing  area.  The 
Remainder  of  system  power  will  be 
allocated  on  a  long-term  basis  to 
customers  in  the  western  portion  of  the 
area.  Power  from  the  5th  Hartwell  unit 
and  the  Russel  Project  will  be 
considered  on  a  combined  basis  for 
long-term  marketing.  Except  where 
duplication  of  allocation  would  result,' 
each  public  body  and  cooperative 
within  the  marketing  area  as  shown  on 
Appendix  A  will  be  entitled  to  an 
allocation  of  power. 

Existing  preference  customers  within 
the  marketing  area  will  be  entitled  to 
retain  their  present  allocations  of 
capacity  and  energy.  It  is  SEPA’s  goal  to 
allocate  all  available  and  usable  system 
power  to  preference  customers  including 
the  capacity  presently  being  sold  to 
Duke,  Georgia,  Alabama,  Mississippi 
and  Gulf  Power  Companies,  provided 
viable  and  acceptable  marketing 
arrangements  can  be  secured. 

Accordingly,  all  existing  capacity 
presently  allocated  to  the  western 
portion  of  the  marketing  area  and 
presently  under  contract  to  private 
utilities  will  be  allocated  to  existing 
distribution  preference  customers  of 
SEPA  (there  being  no  new  customers)  to 
the  maximum  extent  feasible  and 
practical,  in  proportion  to  existing 
energy  allocations.  Energy  from  the  5th 
Hartwell  unit  and  the  Russell  Project 
(combined)  allocated  to  the  western 
portion  of  the  area  will  be  allocated  to 
preference  customers  (including  the  two 
G  and  T  cooperatives)  on  the  basis  of 
loads,  and,  to  maintain  common  load 
factors  for  all  distribution  preference 
customers,  capacity  from  these  new 
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sources  will  be  allocated  to  such 
distribution  customers  based  on  their 
respective  energy  allocations  from 
SEP  A. 

Subsequent  to  the  availability  of 
power  from  the  5th  Hartwell  unit  and 
the  Russell  Project,  new  preference 
customers  located  in  the  SEPA  portion 
of  the  Duke  Power  Company  service 
area  and  in  the  South  Carolina  Electric 
&  Gas  Company  service  area  will  be 
entitled  to  share  equitably  based  on 
loads  with  existing  preference 
customers  (in  the  Duke  area)  in  capacity 
presently  being  sold  to  Duke  Power 
Company;  and,  all  customers,  both 
existing  and  new,  in  the  eastern  portion 
of  the  marketing  area  will  be  entitled  to 
share  equitably  based  on  loads  in 
energy  from  the  5th  Hartwell  unit  and 
the  Russell  Project.  To  maintain 
common  load  factors  for  new  customers 
as  a  class,  existing  customers  served 
from  the  Duke  system  as  a  class  and 
existing  distribution  customers  on  the 
SCPSA  system  as  a  class,  capacity  from 
respective  sources  will  be  allocated 
based  on  energy  allocations  from  SEPA. 

Prior  to  the  availability  of  power  from 
the  5th  Hartwell  unit  and  the  Russell 
Project  (1)  all  existing  capacity  delivered 
to  the  Duke  system  will  be  allocated  to 
existing  preference  customers  served 
from  that  system  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  and  practical,  in  proportion  to 
existing  energy  allocations  and  (2) 
existing  allocations  of  capacity  and 
energy  to  preference  customers  in  the 
South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority 
area  will  be  continued. 

Interim  sales  of  power  will  be  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Administrator. 

Energy  from  Pumped  Water.  SEPA 
will  utilize  its  combination  pump- 
storage  and  generation  resources  to 
produce  high-value  peak  energy  through 
utilization  of  lower-value  off-peak  steam 
energy  and  may  arrange  for  such 
pumping  energy  either  through  purchase 
or  exchange  agreement  at  its  election. 
Should  the  purchase  alternative  be 
selected,  SEPA  will  obtain  pumping 
energy  from  utilities  offering  the  best 
terms.  Should  the  exchange  alternative 
be  selected,  pump-storage  operations 
will  be  handled  with  public  bodies, 
cooperatives  and  the  utilities  in  a 
manner  not  involving  the  direct 
purchase  and  sales  approach,  with 
preference  given  to  public  bodies  and 
cooperatives.  Should  pump-storage  units 
be  installed  at  Russell  Project  during  the 
tenure  of  contracts  implementing  this 
policy,  SEPA  will  allocate  two  units  to 
the  western  division  of  the  marketing 
area  and  two  to  the  eastern  division, 
with  the  latter  assigned  one  to  the 
SCPSA  and  SCE&G  areas  and  one  to  the 
Duke  area. 


Utilization  of  Utility  Systems.  In  the 
absence  of  transmission  facilities  of  its 
own,  SEPA  will  use  area  generation  and 
transmission  systems  to  integrate  the 
Government’s  projects,  provide  firming, 
wheeling,  exchange  and  backup  services 
and  such  other  functions  a  may  be 
necessary  to  dispose  of  system  power 
under  reasonable  and  acceptable 
marketing  arrangements.  Utility  systems 
providing  such  services  shall  be  entitled 
to  adquate  compensation.  Specific  terms 
and  conditions  of  all  such  arrangements 
shall  be  the  subject  of  negotiations 
between  SEPA  and  the  generation  and 
transmission  utilities  providing  the 
services.  Individual  preferred  agencies 
directly  affected  by  the  negotiations 
shall  through  representatives  selected  at 
the  outset  of  negotiations  be  kept 
currently  advised  as  to  the  status  and 
progress  of  negotiations  and  allowed  to 
consult  with  and  offer  advice  to  SEPA. 

Wholesale  Rates.  Rate  schedules 
shall  be  drawn  so  as  to  recover  all  costs 
associated  with  producing  and 
transmitting  the  power  in  accordance 
with  then  current  repayment  criteria. 
Production  costs  will  be  determined  on 
a  system  basis  and  rate  schedules  will 
relate  to  the  integrated  output  of  the 
projects.  Rate  schedules  may  be  revised 
periodically. 

Resale  Rates.  Resale  rate  provisions 
requiring  the  benefits  of  SEPA  power  to 
be  passed  on  to  the  ultimate  consumer 
will  be  included  in  each  SEPA  customer 
contract  which  provides  for  SEPA  to 
supply  more  than  25  percent  of  the 
customers  total  power  requirements 
during  the  term  of  the  contract. 

Conservation  Measures.  Each 
customer  purchasing  SEPA  power  shall 
agree  to  finance  and  take  reasonable 
measures  to  encourage  the  conservation 
of  energy  by  ultimate  consumers. 
Appendix  A — Preference  Agencies  in  the 
Georgia-Alabama  System  Area 
Distribution-Type  Preference  Agencies 
Western  Area 
Alabama 

Alexander  City,  Andalusia,  Brundidge, 
Dothan,  Elba,  Evergreen,  Fairhope,  Foley, 
Hartford,  LaFayette,  Lanett,  Luveme, 
Opelika,  Opp,  Piedmont,  Robertsdale, 
Sylacauga,  Troy,  Tuskegee,  Baldwin 
County  EMC,  Black  Warrior  EMC,  Central 
Alabama  EC,  Clarke-Washington  EMC, 
Coosa  Valley  EC,  Covington  EC,  Dixie  EC. 
Pea  River  EC,  Pioneer  EC.  South  Alabama 
EC,  Southern  Pine  EC,  Tallapoosa  River 
EC.  Tombigbee  EC,  Wiregrass  EC. 

Florida 

Choctawhatchee  EC,  Escambia  River  EC, 
Gulf  Coast  EC,  West  Florida  ECA. 

Georgia 

Acworth,  Adel,  Albany,  Bamesville,  Blakely, 
Brinson,  Buford,  Cairo,  Calhoun,  Camilla, 


Cartersville,  College  Park,  Commerce, 
Covington,  Dalton,  Doerun,  Douglas,  East 
Point,  Elberton,  Ellaville,  Fairbum, 
Fitzgerald,  Forsyth,  Fort  Valley,  Granttf  lie, 
Griffin,  Hampton,  Hogansville,  Jackson, 
LaFayette,  LaGrange,  Lawrenceville, 
Mansfield,  Marietta,  Monroe,  Monticello, 
Moultrie,  Newnan,  Norcross,  Palmetto, 
Quitman,  Sandersville,  Sylvania,  Sylvester, 
Thomaston,  Thomasville,  Washington, 
West  Point,  Whigham,  Crisp  County  Power 
Comm.,  Altamaha  EMC,  Amicalola  EMC, 
Canoochee  EMC,  Carroll  EMC,  Central 
Georgia  EMC,  Coastal  EMC,  Cobb  EMC, 
Colquitt  EMC,  Coweta-Fayette  EMC, 
Douglas  County  EMC,  Excelsior  EMC,  Flint 
EMC,  Grady  County  EMC,  Habersham 
EMC,  Hart  County  EMC,  Irwin  County 
EMC,  Jackson  EMC,  Jefferson  EMC,  Lamar 
EMC,  Little  Ocmulgee  EMC,  Middle 
Georgia  EMC,  Mitchell  EMC,  Ocmulgee 
EMC,  Oconee  EMC,  Okefenoke  Rural  EMC, 
Pataula  EMC,  Planters  EMC,  Rayle  EMC, 
Satilla  Rural  EMC,  Sawnee  EMC,  Slash 
Pine  EMC,  Snapping  Shoals  EMC,  Sumter 
EMC,  Three  Notch  EMC,  Tri-County  EMC, 
Troup  County  EMC,  Upson  County  EMC 
Walton  EMC,  Washington  EMC. 

Mississippi 

Coast  EPA,  Dixie  EPA,  East  Mississippi  EPA, 
Pearl  River  Valley  EPA,  Singing  River  EPA, 
Southern  Pine  EPA. 

Eastern  Area 

North  Carolina 

Bostic,  Cherryville,  Concord,  Cornelius, 
Dallas,  Drexel,  Forest  City,  Gastonia, 
Granite  Falls,  Huntersville,  Kings 
Mountain,  Landis,  Lincolnton,  Maiden, 
Monroe,  Morganton,  Newton,  Pineville, 
Shelby,  Stateville,  Blue  Ridge  EMC, 
Crescent  EMC,  Haywood  EMC,  Pee  Dee 
EMC,  Rutherford  EMC,  Union. 

South  Carolina 

Abbeville,  Bamberg,  Clinton,  Due  West, 
Easley,  Gaffney,  Georgetown,  Greenwood, 
Greer,  Laurens,  McCormick,  Newberry, 
Orangeburg,  Prosperity,  Seneca,  Rock  Hill, 
Union,  Westminster,  Winnsboro,  S.C. 
Public  Service  Auth.',  Aiken  EC,  Berkeley 
EC,  Black  River  EC,  Blue  Ridge  EC,  Broad 
River  EC,  Coastal  EC,  Edisto  EC,  Fairfield 
EC,  Horry  EC,  Laurens  EC,  Little  River  EC, 
Lynches  River  EC,  Marlboro  EC,  Mid- 
Carolina  EC,  Newberry  EC,  Palmetto  EC, 
Pee  Dee  EC,  Santee  EC,  Tri-County  EC, 
York  EC. 

Publicly-Owned  Wholesale  Power  Supply 

Agencies 

Western  Area 

Alabama  Electric  Cooperative,  Municipal 
Electric  Authority  of  Georgia,  Oglethorpe 
Power  Corporation  (Georgia),  South 
Mississippi  Electric  Power  Association. 

Eastern  Area 

Central  Electric  Power  Cooperative  (S.C.), 
North  Carolina  Municipal  Power  Agency 
No.  1. 

(FR  Doc.  80-30513  Filed  9-30-80;  8:45  am] 
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1  Also  operates  generation  and  transmission 
facilities  and  serves  at  wholesale. 


